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Chapter 1 
SUPPLEMENTARY CLARIFYING STATEMENT 
There exists a ~mall but vociferous body of 
television criticism which reflects a wide-spread dis-
enchantment with television fare. Lodged between the 
voiceless masses, the opprobrious intellectuals, and the 
powerful networks are the television critics. The legion 
has been spearheaded by Jack Gould of the New York Times 
and Lawrence Laurent of the Was~ington Post, and is 
locally represented by Noel Holston, television critic 
for the Orlando Sentinel. 
Television critics then, are those individuals 
who are employed by a journalistic concern for the specific 
purpose of evaluating television. The views of notable 
intellectuals and spokesmen for the networks will also be 
included for the purposes of this study. 
1 
Chapter 2 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The purpose of this investigation is to compare 
Noel Holston's stated functions as a television critic 
with those functions manifested in his daily column in 
the Orlando Sentinel. That study will render information 
about Holston's attitudes toward television criticism. 
The critic's manifest functions will be compared to his 
~wn stated function and the stated and manifest functions 
of Jack Gould, past television critic for the New York 
Times. Jack Gould is presently accepted by the academic 
community at large as the archtypical television critic. 
Thus this comparison will render information regarding 
Holston's sense of responsibility to the television indus-
try and the public which the medium is to serve. Finally, 
the study will also calculate the degree to which Noel 
Holston satisfies the critical standards which the aca-




SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
Communication is hardly a new phenomenon; indeed it 
is a behavior characteristic of not only man but many of his 
less sophisticated companions in evolution. Two revolutions 
in communication have, however, indelibly marked our col-
lective history. Only the invention of the printing press 
has equaled the impact of the wide-spread use of television. 
The potential use of any widely accepted medium of 
communication comes from its ability to handle infor-
mation. The medium must permit skilled users to col-
lect data; to store this data; to organize or evaluate 
this material; to recall or recapture it; and, finally, 
to convey the raw or processed information to others. 
For the Western world since the Renaissance, these 
five abilities have belonged mostly to the medium of 
print, but now these once unique abilities must be 
shared with the newer medium of electronic marvels. 
Our educational system, indeed our culture, has been 
geared to use of the printed word and, in turn, has 
given great power to those persons in education, 
industry and government. We live at the beginning of 
a shift of power from print to electronic communi-
cations.! 
1Lawrence Laurent, 11Wanted: The Complete Tele-
vision Critic," The Eighth Art (New York: Holt, Reinhart, 
and Winston, 1962), p. 158. 
3 
4 
The print media have become aware of the signifi-
cance of television and its output. Most major newspaper 
markets, in fact, have regularly published columns which 
devote their entire attentions to the presentations, prob-
lems, personalities, and activities of television. Accord-
ing to Steinberg's study 11 The Complete Critic, .. TV Quar-
terly, 11:13 (Winter, 1974), and other readership studies, 
the TV page of the daily newspaper is the second most 
avidly read section of the paper. 2 Clearly, the medium 
which commands the active participation of millions who 
both ~atch television and read criticism about it deserves 
the attention of academia. 
Richard Burgheim contends that television criticism 
is necessary for at least two reasons. 
In the first place, the people do need guidance, 
program by program. . . . Moses Hades pointed out, "The 
larger and more indiscriminate the audience, the 
greater the need to safeguard and purify standards of 
quality and taste." ••• And then, secondly, critics 
are needed to bring their judgement to bear at the 
source of the Petticoat Junctions and pop classics--
the producers and network decision makers. 3 
2Jules Rossman, 11 The TV Critic Column: Is It 
Influential?" Journal of Broadcasting, XIX, No. 4 (Fall, 
1975), p. 402. 
3Richard Burgheim, "The Old Fear of Gould and the 
New Criticism of Arlen, .. Harper•s Magazine, CCXXXIX 
(August, 1969), p. 100. 
5 
Because television is a dynamic medium and must 
serve the public if licenses are to be retained, it is 
likely both that the film industry and the FCC will respond 
to columnists like Noel Holston whose entire attentions are 
devoted to its activities. Such an analysis may give 
insights as to the directions which both the television 
industry and its programming will take in the future. 
Clearly, if the criticism which the media receives is 
superficial, the industry may do no more than what it is 
limply asked to do. For that reason, it is important that 
the academic community familiarize itself with the stand-
ards which critics seek. 
Chapter 4 
CONTRIBUTORY STUDIES 
Whether one sees television as the harbinger of a 
new age of intellectualism and aestheticism, or the pur-
veyer of mass mediocrity, 11 0ne of the great milestones and 
possibly gravestones in the whole history of culture, .. 4 
there can be little doubt that television is and will 
remain a vital aspect of the American way of life. A 
Harris poll which was conducted for Life in 1971 revealed 
that, 
Ninety-two u. S. households out of 100 have tele-
phones, but ninety-six have at least one working TV 
set; nearly half have two sets or more, and nearly 
half have color sets. Even among families with 
incomes of less than $5,000 a year, one in four has 
a color set.S 
According to Current Consumer, these figures are still 
4Louis Kronenberger, 11 TV: A Prospectus," Radio 
and Television: Readings in the Mass Media, eds. Allen 
Kirschner and Linda Kirschner (New York: The Odyssey 
Press, 1971), p. 13. 
S"But Do We Like What We Watch? 11 Life, LXXI 
(September 10, 1971), p. 43. 
6 
7 
accurate. 6 In addition to their physical numbers, Ameri-
cans over 18 years of age spend an average of 17 hours a 
week watching television. Any medium which involves and 
possibly manipulates such prodigious numbers of people 
is worthy of criticism, and that criticism should fulfill 
certain responsibilities to both the industry and its 
viewers. 
Beyond a mere report of numbers, that Harris study 
also revealed that the majority of people are not satis-
fied with what they watch, but fall into four distinct 
groups within the mass audience toward which television 
is theoretically directed. Those groups are: 
{1) Satisfied and watching more: Only one popu-
lation group fits this category--blacks. 
{2) Watching more but consider programs they do 
watch to be worse: This category includes many people 
with eighth grade educations, those widowed and 
divorced, people over 65 and those with family incomes 
under $5,000. These viewers are typically most 
dependent on TV. 
{3) Watching less but consider programs they do 
watch to be better: These viewers are among the 
college-educated, single people between 18 and 49, 
and those with incomes over $10,000. This is an 
important and sizable chunk of the audience. 
(4) Watching less and consider programs worse: 
This part of the audience is from among the 50-60 
age group, white collar and skilled workers and 
611 Growing Up With TV," Current Consumer (March, 
1976), p. 14. 
8 
those with family incomes between $5,000 and $10,000. 
For many years this has been the heart of the TV 
audience and to some extent it still is .... 7 
As the Life sponsored Harris study revealed, many 
people are dissatisfied with TV fare. The Life article, 
however, criticized only the content of the medium. Louis 
Kronenberger, long time drama critic for Time, bemoaned 
its physical existence. In 1951 he predicted that we 
would become a nation of spectators, claiming that, 
• • • in all it is and seemingly ever hopes to be, tele-II 
vision is simply a menace to American's cultural and soci al 
life."B It will, he asserted, when it achieves maturity 
and offers that which it presently lacks, replace man's 
need to do or experience. He will no longer find it 
necessary to transport himself to a theatre for music or 
drama; he will never have to read a book or newspaper; the 
art of conversation and the need for it will vanish. 
Kronenberger went on to say that communication within the 
family unit will also deteriorate. The critic concluded 
that the very existence of TV would insure permanent and 
implicitly negative alterations in the fabric of American 
7 .. But Do We Like What We Watch?n op. cit., p. 44. 
8Kronenberger, op. cit., p. 11 
9 
life. 
A new race seems destined to arise, with a wholly 
new feeling about social relations, about the need for 
companions or the nature of friendship. • • • And 
people, as time goes on, will communicate less and 
less with themselves. There is thus the real problem, 
among millions of Americans, of ossified inner 
resources, of atrophied social responses. 9 
A recent Newsweek article, 11Why Johnny Can't 
Write, .. tends to affirm Kronenberger's prediction of intel-
lectual doom. Since 1966, there has been a steady decline 
in reading scores obtained by high school seniors. The 
subsequent inability to write competently has also become 
apparent. The decline mentioned has evidenced itself in 
both the College Entrance Examination Boards and the Stan-
ford Achievement Test scores. In an effort to establish 
the provenance of that decline, the author suggested that 
television was the root of the problem.10 
Once one has accepted or rejected the notion that 
the physical presence of television is destined to cause 
wide-spread mutation within our society, whether on the 
physical level as Nicholas Johnson told us in "It's What 
9Ibid., p. 12. 
lOnWhy Johnny Can't Write, .. Newsweek, LXXXVI, 
No. 23 {December 8, 1975), p. 38. 
10 
We Don•t See That Hurts Us Most," or on the metaphysical 
level as Kronenberger contends, he must next turn his 
attentive ear to a more vociferous source of criticism--
the American intellectual. Within that distinguished body, 
three distinct sub-groups co-exist. The first of those 
groups believes that television, by virtue of its private 
ownership and profit orientation, must attend the desires 
of the public regardless of the level of its tastes. Those 
children of Adam Smith and John Maynard Keynes maintain 
that television, like any other commodity, has no alter-
native other than to fluctuate with the demands of its 
audience. 
The second sector holds that television is a 
reflection of the masses who, in the critics• view, are 
not only ignorant and tasteless, but who will forever 
remain unaffected by the efforts of educators, television, 
and critics and will tenaciously retain their pristine 
ignorance to the last wink of time. 
Finally, there are those who maintain that although 
television is not what it could be, it will some day rise 
to the vaulted levels that those with great expectations 
for the medium envision. Subsequently, this group believes, 
the quality of American life will be upgraded. It is to 
11 
this final group that Noel Holston belongs; the group which 
maintains that cri~icism of the media will encourage it to 
improve. 
Wesley C. Clark, in his article entitled "The 
Impact of Mass Communication in America, .. is in agreement 
with Laurent and asserted that the mass media have changed 
the face of America. The media, in his estimation, have 
served to crystalize the nation's opinions, have been 
responsible for much social legislation, have supported 
education, and have helped raise the standards of both 
physical and intellectual life in America. The media, how-
ever, not only shape our society, but are shaped by it. 
Theoretically, the more information television brings to 
its audience, the more that audience wants to know. 11 That 
circular relationship clearly has, and will continue to 
up-grade the quality of American life. We have already 
produced a better informed electorate, have spread a 
variety of cultural events to millions who would have had 
no exposure to the arts without television, and have made 
11wesley c. Clark, 11 The Impact of Mass Communi-
cation in America, .. Mass Media: Forces in Our Society, 
eds. Francis and Ludmila Voelker (New York: Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich, 1972), pp. 3-10. 
12 
isolated sub-cultures better aware of the activities, life 
styles, and values .of the larger community. Likewise, the 
mass has had encounters with its own sub-groups. 
That ever-expanding relationship will continue to 
exist because the media are privately owned and respond 
to the demands of the audience. If the balance in the 
dyad were altered by government control, media would no 
longer meet the needs and desires of its audience. In 
short, Clark maintains that the quality of television fare 
depends on the audience and its demands. He contends that 
the audience will evolve into a more sophisticated body 
through its exposure to limitless encounters with the 
varied and often unirnagined experiences through the medium 
of television; its tastes will likewise be elevated and 
thereby the quality of television will improve. The 
entire process, in Clark's view, will be a ceaseless, 
dazzling spiral to quintessence. 
Former FCC Commissioner Lee Loevinger was also 
aware of the role of private ownership in television fare, 
but was not dazzled by the medium and was thus able to 
see some possible deterents to television's unending upward 
ascent. 
Loevinger advanced the reflective-projective theory 
13 
of broadcasting. He stated that, 
•.. mass .communications are best understood as 
mirrors of society that reflect an ambiguous image 
in which each observer projects or sees his own vision 
of himself. and society .••• it cannot create a cul-
ture or project an image that does not reflect !~me­
thing already existing in some form in society. 
Even when one injects the role of fantasy into the nexus, 
it is likely that relative proportions will be maintained. 
Considering that intellectualism is not a high order 
fantasy in our society, it would be unreasonable to expect 
the mass to demand that view of itself in TV. That is, 
because the public is interested in seeing its own reflec-
tion in the ambiguous mirror, it is disinterested in the 
image of its intellec~ual leaders. It is pellucid, there-
fore, that the greater the degree of satisfaction which 
the mass obtains from television, the more alienated most 
intellectuals become as the reflections of their own images 
decline. 
In his position as FCC Commissioner, Loevinger was 
sensitive to the needs of both the public and the broad-
casting industry, and to the reciprocal relationship which 
12Lee Loevinger, 11 The Ambiguous Mirror: The Re-
flective-Projective Theory of Broadcasting and Mass Commu-
nications, .. Mass Media: Forces in Our Society (New York: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972), p. 35. 
14 
exists between the two. He went on to clarify the often 
overlooked fact that, ..... the medium provides the common 
denominator to promote national unity and community culture 
is not necessarily the one that can also provide general 
adult education, social reform, or even news information 
to the satisfaction of the intelligencia ... 13 
For those who hold over-vaulted hopes that public 
television will serve as a panacea for what the intellec-
tuals would refer to as the mediocrity of the masses, 
Loevinger sought support of Howard K. Smith. Smith, in 
11 Don•t Expect Too Much from Public Television," Washington 
Star, October 1, 1967, said, 11 ••• there is nothing magic 
in public TV that is going to increase the quality of 
• • • t • • t • 11 14 
gen~us or LmagLna ~on ~n our na 1on. Such a change in 
broadcasting cannot be expected until the general tastes 
of the public have been elevated by some outside source. 
At that time, media will respond tb the new mass impression 
of self, and will reflect that brighter image. 
Gilbert Seldes was also concerned with the role of 
private ownership of television and its concomitant 
13Ibid., p. 39. 
14Ibid., p. 42. 
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responsibility to act in the best interest of the public. 
He maintained, however, that TV does more than just satisfy 
the demands which already exist in society; demands which 
he points out, that are frequently diffuse and unspecific. 
That critic asserted that the medium has the ability to 
both exclude audiences which presently exist and create 
those which do not. Loevinger has ensconced himself with 
broadcasters and other public opinion shapers who deny 
their responsibility to the mass. 
They dodge it by the ancient excuse of g1v1ng 
the public what it wants, conceiving the public as 
a mass with tastes already formed. Once they admit 
that the media can raise or lower the public taste, 
in the very act of satisfying the public demand, 
they will come closer to their function, which is 
defined legally as operating in the public interest, 
and which, morally, does not insist on raising the 
public taste but demands, as a minimum, that the 
public be given every opportunity to find its own 
level of taste by having access to the best as well 
as to the mean--which, in this case, is far from 
golden. 15 
Like any other commodity, TV fare cannot be 
demanded until it exists. In television the supply comes 
first and the demand is then created by virtue of its 
15Gilbert Seldes, 11 Radio, TV, and the Common Man," 
College English: The First Year, 4th ed., eds. Alton C. 
Morris, Biron Walker, Philip Bradshaw, John C. Hodges, and 
Mary E. Whitten (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, 
Inc., 1964), p. 119. 
16 
existence. 
Another powerful figure who chose to speak out on 
the responsibilities of television was Herb Jacobs, Presi-
dent of T. V. Stations, Inc. His position was naturally a 
defensive one. Rather than accept the notion that tele-
vision is responsible for the ills of society, Jacobs as-
serted that the influence of television is limited in its 
ability to determine the values and ideals of America as 
compared with other social forces at work in the nation. 
He maintained that television has been used as a scapegoat 
by those who insist on evading their own responsibilities. 
Jacobs maintained that the hue and cry raised 
against television by intellectuals reflects not only a 
general flight from responsibility, but also demonstrates 
their ignorance about the medium itself. In his estimation, 
-
those decriers have ignored the countless specials, docu-
mentaries and news presentation and cultural events which 
TV brings to America. They are heedless of both the con-
scientious effort and expense which the networks assume 
t ak h d . .bl 16 o m e sue pro uct~ons poss~ e. 
16Herb Jacobs, 11 Let's Tell the People: The In-
competent Criticism of T.V., 11 Vital Speeches, XXXV, 
(May 15, 1969), p. 468. 
17 
Seldes also commented on the effects of television 
as it presently ex2sts. Although he was not as threatened 
by the media as Hans Magnus Enzensberger, who saw tele-
vision as an instrument big business wields to indus-
trialize the mass mind, he did assert that TV not only 
degrades us intellectually, but also strips us, as Kronen-
berger would say, emotionally. Television achieves that 
dubious end when it, 
. offer(s) a greater variety of entertainments, 
but they are for the most part aimed at the same intel-
lectual level and call for the same emotional re-
sponses, the level and the responses being relatively 
low. The challenge to the mind comes infrequently, 
and we are being conditioned to make frequent emo-
tional responses of low intensity •••• I 7 
L. E. Sissman, a contributing editor of The Atlan-
tic Monthly, was far more vitriolic in his evaluation of 
the role of private ownership of television and the pro-
gramming produced to suit those interests. In addition to 
the fact that Sissrnan felt that TV programming was less 
than banal, he was outraged at the barrage of commercials 
with which the audience was bombarded. The editor asserted 
that the low level of television fare has been directly 
related to its commercial base, stating that, 
17seldes, op. cit., p. 117. 
18 
TV was, is, and always will be a matchless oppor-
tunity for art, instruction, and edification •..• It 
is equally pellucid, though, that it will, in this 
country, continue to evade its opportunities and remain 
a commercial football for the networks and the adver-
tisers whiie the audience and its real-world wants 
and needs go whistling, and the paunchy FCC twiddles 
its fat thumbs in gormless Washington.l8 
Apparently, Mr. Sissman did not see himself in television's 
reflective projective mirror. 
Essentially, then, there exists a body of criticism 
which contends that as long as television remains a com-
mercia! enterprise, the broadcasters will attend to the 
demands of their audiences and advertisers, with first 
attention paid ~o advertisers and their conception of what 
the mass is; they will seek to produce programming which 
will generate the largest profits, and will serve the pub-
lie interest, convenience, and necessity only to the extent 
that it is required by the FCC. 
In order to maintain one's perspective, it must be 
pointed out that few in the mainstream of that contingency 
view television as a malevolent force in American society. 
An exception to that generalization is, as was previously 
mentioned, Hans Magnus Enzensberger, who maintains that 
lSL. E. Sissman, "Innocent Bystander: Facing the 
Tube," The Atlantic, CCXXXIII (February, 1974), p. 27. 
19 
the television industry seeks an industrialization of the 
mind, and consciously , strives to drive intellectuals from 
its ranks. His views, however, have not received wide 
acceptance amongst either his peers or the community at 
large. 
In addition to those mentioned, other notable 
adherents to the school of thought that maintains that 
economics are the greatest force in television broad-
casting and its future include Nicholas Johnson, past mem-
ber of the FCC, Ernie Kreiling, author of the syndicated 
television criticism column, 11 A Closer Look," William H. 
Kuhns, author of Why We Watch Them: Interpreting TV Shows 
and Exploring Television, Norman Mark, contributing editor 
of The New Republic, Frank Stanton, President of Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Ashley Montagu, anthropologist, and 
John Tebbe!, Journalism professor at NYU. 
A more cynical if less popular covey comprises the 
second intellectual sub-group of the three factions of TV 
critics. That contingent maintains that it is impossible 
to elevate the tastes of the public because they doggedly 
cling to their ignorance. Chief amongst the proponents of 
that school of thought are Newton N. Minow and Leo Rosten. 
Minow, past chairman of the FCC and author of the 
20 
• 
now famous 1961 .. Vast Wasteland" speech, was critical of 
television, but also saw that the industry was not solely 
to blame for the deplorable state of what Mason Williams 
once referred to as 11 trashmission. 11 Rather than demand 
that the networks commit economic suicide by broadcasting 
only programs which would enlighten, up-lift, and educate 
the viewers, Minow pointed out that the mass audience 
rarely watches television for those ends, but wants simply 
to be entertained rather than transformed into arche-
typical intellectuals. Doubtless Minow and Seldes would 
not agree, but he did find support in John Tebbe! who con-
jectured that, 
. • • had the Caesars given the ancient Romans 
chamber music instead of bread and circuses, there 
is no reason to believe that the cultural level of 
the populace would have been raised appreciably.l9 
Like the intellectual Sissman, he would not subject him-
self to continual observation of someone elses reflected 
image--an image that in his view is wholly unlikely to 
improve. 
Leo Rosten's evaluation of the audience was more 
19John Tebbe!, "TV and the Arts: The Prospect 
Before Us," Mass Media: Forces in Our Society, eds. 
Francis Voelker and Ludmila Voelker (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace, Jovanovich, 1972), p. 155. 
21 
critical than that of Minow. Unlike critics such as Siss-
man and Kronenberger who maintain that the average man 
would, if it were not for the ever present television, be 
engaged in some "meaningful" activity, Rosten claims that, 
We seem to forget that the programs by which tele-
vision satisfies this substantial part of the American 
public are probably superior to the intellectual fare 
which these citizens consumed before television 
existed. Even the dreariest treacle which television 
offers to the populace is not worse than the trivi-
alized activity with which many filled their lives 
prior to 1945 ..•• Behind much of the criticism of 
television there has always lurked the starry eyed, 
and unwarrented, assumption that the public was more 
concerned with the serious, the significant, the 
edifying before television appeared on our national 
scene, that television is debasing the public taste 
and contaminating popular culture.?0 
This indeed is the mistake which many intellectuals 
make. Rather than accepting average for what it is and 
always has been, American Romanticism has sought to glorify 
the simplistic, the rustic, and the common man. Those same 
romantics have maintained themselves at a discreet dis-
tance from the logic of mathematics and carefully remain 
unsullied by the coarse facts of statistics. By defini-
tion, superior is, and always will be, two standard 
20Leo Rosten, 11 A Disenchanted Look at the Audi-
ence," Radio and Television: Readings in the Mass Media, 
eds. Allen Kirschner and Linda Kirschner (New York: The 
Odyssey Press, 1971), pp. 138-9. 
22 
deviations above the mean. As the abilities of the average 
individual rise, so do those of the gifted. The only 
assumption which is more absurd than the denial of statis-
tical laws is the ludicrous notion that in the 11 good old 
days .. before television the average man spent the majority 
of his free time, that which he presently devotes to the 
tube, engaged in intellectual, aesthetic, and metaphysical 
activities. 
Herb Jacobs suggested that many intellectuals do 
not understand or are unwilling to accept the fact that 
the airways belong to the people as a whole, and should 
not be solely controlled by those who deem themselves fit 
to judge what the masses should have. That Big Brother 
authority has been successfully evaded by the commercial 
nature of American television. 
In response to the oft-heard criticism that tele-
vision is debasing, panders to the lowest tastes, and the 
least common denominator, Jacobs asserted that the intel-
lectuals were, in fact, speaking for themselves rather than 
for the majority of viewers. He said that: 
At base, these attitudes hide a refusal to face 
the fact that we have a new type of culture, which 
is not the exclusive property of the elite, of the 
wealthy, or of the well educated •••• The greatest 
majority of the people are just not interested in the 
23 
art and thought of their would be masters ...• How-
ever, I suspect if the bleeding hearts had their way, 
we would have boring discussions in place of boring 
so-called comedy and variety shows, and the high-
brow violence of Tennessee Williams in place of the 
low-brow Wild Wild West. 21 
As Marya Mannes suggested, the sooner intellectuals 
recognize the masses for what they are, the sooner the two 
groups can work together for their mutual benefit. The 
intellectuals cannot follow Sissman's example and desert 
the main body of society. Such an act serves only to 
further alienate the two groups, intensify polarization, 
and promote, at best the status quo, and most likely en-
courage an inte.llectually and aesthetically bankrupt 
society. Interaction between the two groups is the only 
solution to the seemingly irreconcilable differences 
involved. A by-product of such interaction may indeed be 
to elevate the mass tastes which would be reflected in the 
rnedia.22 That interaction might also expand the horizons 
of the intellectuals to the vivacity outside the library, 
21Jacobs, 11 Let•s Tell the People: The Incompetent 
Criticism of T.V., 11 op. cit., p. 468. 
22Marya Mannes, 11 The Lost Tribe of Television," 
Radio and Television: Readings in the Mass Media, eds. 
Allen Kirschner and Linda Kirschner (New York: The 
Odyssey Press, 1971), pp. 143-8. 
24 
and the exhilarating spectacle beyond the dimly lit 
theatre, which has somehow managed to not only exist but 
effuse without their disgruntled participation. 
The crux of the matter then seems to be that, 
Most intellectuals do not seem to understand, or 
are unwilling to admit, that the mass media are meant 
for the masses, not for the intellectuals. The defi-
ciencies of television are many; its product is often 
banal, vulgar, dreary, irritating, phoney, low in 
taste, and lower in intellectual content. A very 
large audience simply does not possess the values, 
interests, aspirations, or intellectual equipment 
which distinguishes intellectuals from the masses. 23 
In brief, then, it is pointless to criticize the mass media 
by the standards established by the intelligencia, when 
the medium in question was not designed for that audience 
in the first place. 
Television criticism does indeed exist, and as 
with most other forms of published criticism, it is com-
posed by individuals who most closely associate themselves 
with intellectuals rather than with what is customarily 
referred to as the mass. The last of the three factions 
believes neither that television is solely the instrument 
of crass commercialism, nor a composite of electronic 
dregs to be flushed out to an ignorant peasantry. This 
23Rosten, op. cit., p. 136. 
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group is represented by those television critics who be-
lieve that through continual comment on the industry, its 
internal structure, mechanics, personalities, and products, 
the medium can be improved. The most popular and powerful 
amongst them are Jack Gould of the New York Times, and 
Lawrence Laurent of the Washington Post. Noel Holston is 
the Orlando Sentinel's television critic. 
According to Richard Burgheim, associate editor of 
Time, Jack Gould is the most powerful figure in television 
criticism today. On the New York Times staff since 1942-
1943, Gould has wielded consider.able influence with the 
broadcast industry. According to Burgheim, in the face 
of considerable support from many other critics, Gould 
managed almost single handedly to cast the fatal die in 
the issue of the Public Broadcast Laboratory. It is con-
jectured that the networks have made an effort to win 
Gould's favor. Burgheim, however, was concerned that 
Gould, the best of television's critics, was not critical 
enough, and felt a need for more austere criticism of the 
medium. 
Two assertions regarding the need for criticism 
have been made. The first contends that television must 
be subjected to criticism simply because it exists. That 
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justification for TV criticism is superficial and lacks 
both sufficient specificity and an evaluative component. 
The second assertion, that TV must be criticized because so 
many people watch it who are incapable of exercising any 
judgment of their own, is a pompous and self-aggrandizing 
proclamation which serves only the needs of its issuers. 
The Nielson ratings should quickly preclude all doubt that 
viewers do exercise judgment even if their decisions do 
not suit the intellectual sector of our society. Suc-
cinctly, both assertions are superficial. 
From whence should criticism spring? The most 
likely source would not be those intellectuals who choose 
to remain aloof from society at large, but from those who 
are involved with, and in a position to exert influence on 
large numbers of people--educators and journalists. 
Nat Hentoff has conducted a course at NYU's 
Graduate School of Education where graduate students in 
Mass Communication involved themselves in media criticism. 
Similar courses are taught at the undergraduate level by 
Budd, Taylor, and Sadowski at Florida Atlantic Universi 
and by Dr. Robert Arnold at Florida Technological un · ver-
sity. A growing interest in television criticism at the 
university level reflects the general consensus in the 
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academic community that television indeed warrants serious 
scrutiny. 
The Aspen Institute has recently sponsored a work-
shop on television criticism and the following propositions 
emerged from that conclave. 
1. Prime-time television is worthy of serious 
critical effort . . . 
2. It seems a shame that educational systems and 
universities limit themselves to training the literary 
imagination, and neglect the training of the tele-
vision and cinematic imagination . . . 
3. As a medium, television is not identical to 
cinema 
4. 
. . . 
We need to develop a special aesthetic for 
television . . . 
5. The position of the television critic needs 
to be established . • • 
6. Often a television show exceeds the bounds of 
mere entertainment; it generates imaginative symbols 
which feed the entire culture . . . 
7. A critic of television must locate himself 
psychologically, then, in a somewhat different 
24 position from the critic of movies or of books ... 
Once one has accepted the notions that television 
is a part of American life, that it should not be destroyed 
as a menace to civilization, that there is room for and a 
likelihood of improvement in TV, and that criticism can 
facilitate such an end, all which remains is for the 
critics to delineate the criteria for evaluation and t o 
24Michael Novak, 11 Toward Television Criticism," 
Commonweal, CII (April 11, 1975), pp. 40 and 63. 
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apply them to the media. Several researchers have endeav-
ored to establish criteria for evaluation of television 
criticism. The standards set by J. B. McGrath, Jr., and 
Margrette Nance, Maurice E. Shelby, Jr., and Peter E. 
Mayeux will be examined. 
McGrath and Nance, in an article published in the 
Journal of Broadcasting, attempted to measure the levels 
I 
of excellence of the criticism of Jack Gould, Lawrence 
Laurent, et. al. The researchers decided that criticism 
of a television program should cover twelve areas of dis-
cussion. The categories they delineated were: 
1. Talent--the artistry of performers; 
2. Worthwhile Purpose--social value of the program; 
3. Camera Techniques--artistic accomplishment of 
the visual prese~tation; 
4. Writing--clarity, effectiveness, and style of 
script; 
5. Uniqueness--singularity; 
6. Color--technical and artistic use of color; 
7. Subject--material chosen for program content; 
8. Producer--individual in charge of final judq-
ment, selection of personnel and supervision; 
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9. Musical Score--composition and appropriateness 
of music selected for program; 
10. Adaptation to Medium--coexpression and its 
evolution into a synergetic language; 
11. Empathy--involvement of the viewer with the 
stimulus provided; 
12. Sublety--refinements of insights and per-
ceptions.25 
The suggested method of evaluation has been re-
jected for use in the analysis of Noel Holston•s column 
for a number of reasons. The initial cause for rejection 
was philosophical. The McGrath and Nance model concen-
trated itself on program criticism only and shunned all 
other aspects of television. Fortunately, there is more 
to television than TV shows. Secondly, the moralistic tone 
involved in some of the categories made them unacceptable. 
The implication involved is that all television fare must 
be edifying, significant, and relevant. Such a criteria 
eliminates the hypothesis that on certain occasions tele-
vision can justifiably provide entertainment for its own 
2 SJ. B. McGrath, Jr. , and Margrette Nance, .. Tele-
vision Reviewing: A Search for Criteria, •• Journal of 
Broadcasting, XI, No. 1 (Winter, 1966-67), pp. 58-9. 
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sake. The primary function of a circus is to entertain 
whether the audience attends the performance or watches 
it on a TV set. 
In addition to those primary objections to the 
McGrath and Nance model, there were two secondary objec-
tions to their evaluative method. Camera technique and 
color do not warrant the column space implied by the cate-
gorization. Modern television maintains a notable level 
of technical excellence on all but the rarest occasions. 
The music selected for television is usually of a con-
sistent quality as well. 
Finally, those criteria are too similar to those 
used in detailed literary and dramatic criticism. The 
number of items to be covered for each program review is 
too extensive and would command excessive column space 
which could be more appropriately allocated to the many 
other aspects of television. The researchers have, however, 
created evaluative standards for the art of preview and 
review. For that reason those criteria will be used to 
judge the quality of Holston's critical efforts as revealed 
in his previews and reviews. 
Maurice E. Shelby, Jr., established another set of 
criteria for evaluation of television criticism. The range 
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of his analysis was far wider than that of McGrath and 
Nance. Shelby•s category headings were as follows: 
1. Industry Problems--NAB news, cable TV, edi-
torializing; 
2. Legal Aspects--freedom of speech, FCC regula-
tions and actions, fairness doctrine; 
3. Program Reviews--column space devoted to the 
evaluation of specific programs; 
4. News and Notes--brief informative items regard-
ing a wide range of programming facets; 
5. Personality Features--those articles which deal 
solely with profiles of TV personalities; 
6. General Programming--items which deal with pro-
gramrning as a whole, audience responses, and 
rating services; 
7. Miscellaneous--all articles which do not fall 
into one of the previously listed categories. 26 
The Shelby format, which has been used to evaluate 
Gould and Laurent as well as others, has been rejected not 
because of any inherent weaknesses in its structure, but 
26Maurice E. Shelby, Jr., "Patterns in Thirty 
Years of Broadcast Criticism, 11 Journal of Broadcasting, XI, 
No. 1 (Winter, 1966-67), p. 31. 
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simply by virtue of the fact that Mayeux has designed a 
standard of evaluation which is more appropriate to the 
style of Noel Holston and offers a slightly broader spec-
trum for evaluation. 
The standards of evaluation developed by Peter E. 
Mayeux for his examination of the work of Jack Gould, tele-
vision critic for the New York Times, were utilized in this 
study. Mayeux delineated fourteen separate areas worthy of 
comment by television critics. Those categories were: 
1. Program Previews--All items referring to the 
conception, development, and promotion of programs. In- . 
eluded were previews of programs, scheduling changes, and 
other information appearing either as a separate item or as 
part of a selected schedule. Excluded were critical re-
views of programs. 
2. Program Reviews--All items evaluating programs 
ex post facto. 
3. Censorship and Discrimination--All items refer-
ring either to the deletion of substitution of broadcast 
material, or discrimination against personalities. 
4. Personalities--All items about people, whether 
performers, production specialists, businessmen, government 
officials, broadcasting technicians or officials. 
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5. Economic--All items about costs of broadcasting 
activities and investments, advertising, commercials, pro-
duction costs, salaries, licensing fees, market research, 
and sponsorship of broadcast time. 
6. Government--All items about the development, 
function, and operation of government in relation to 
broadcasting. 
7. Audience--All items about the various reactions 
of the audience to broadcasting and the effects of broad-
casting on the audience. 
8. Technical--All items about producing, trans-
mitting, and receiving equipment and technical developments 
in broadcasting. 
9. Industry Business--All items about the activi-
ties of broadcasting association, relations among broad-
casters, and relations between broadcasters and the public 
or other business interests. Included were administrative 
practices and needs of the broadcasting industry. 
10. Educational--All items about the educational 
values or practices of broadcasting. Included were items 
about both educational radio and television. 
11. International--All items about international 
broadcasting. Included were all broadcasting news from 
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foreign countries and broadcasting activities overseas. 
12. Humor--All items containing jokes, quips, or 
anecdotes. Included were comments on humor as an art or 
entertainment form. 
13. Programming--All items about programming 
practices, policies, or needs of broadcasting outlets, com-
ments on trends and developments in programming, discus-
sions of progr~ing categories or periods of the broadcast 
day or year. 
14. Miscellaneous--Any item that did not conform 
to the requirements of any heading or subheading in this 
list of categories. 27 
The Mayeux evaluative standards were utilized in 
the analysis of Noel Holston's television criticism column 
for a number of reasons ranging from the pragmatic to the 
aesthetic and philosophical. 
Because those same standards have been employed in 
an earlier analysis of Jack Gould's column, the use of the 
Mayeux standards created the most logical basis for com-
parison. Additional validity was facilitated by employing 
27Peter E. Mayeux, 11 Three Television Critics: 
Stated .Y:.2.· Manifest Functions, u Journal of Broadcasting, 
XIV, No. 1 (Winter, 1969-70), pp. 26-7. 
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the same standards of evaluation in the comparison of the 
two critics. 
The Mayeux standards were also broader in scope 
than those of Shelby. More specific areas of critical 
concern were outlined and defined in the Mayeux model for 
evaluation than in the Shelby model. The former also more 
clearly delineated the characteristics of each category. 
That clarity served to decrease the threat of subjectivity. 
All subjective judgments would not be eliminated from the 
study, but all attempts to diffuse ambiguity in classifi-
cation were considered positive efforts. 
Unlike the McGrath and Nance model, neither Shelby 
nor Mayeux confined analysis to the theatre aspects of 
television. Mayeux's standards for classification ap-
proached the whole of television rather than concentrating 
attention on only a few aspects of the medium. 
That breadth of consideration conformed more 
closely with the philosophical inclinations of the re-
searcher--that all of television should be examined. 
Because the researcher also believed that the aesthetics 
of television fare must receive rigorous examination, 
Noel Holston's columns were examined through the prisms of 




Noel Holston is the television critic for the 
Orlando Sentinel. For a one year period which commenced 
on March 7, 1975, and ran until April 10, 1976, every 
third article produced by Holston was analyzed. Mr. Hol-
ston contributed six articles a week to the Orlando Senti-
nel. Theoretically, 112 articles should have been included 
in the study. In all eighty-five articles were used in the 
study. The reason for that discrepancy was that no 
articles were written while Mr. Holston was on vacation, 
business trips, special assignment, and the like. In 
addition to that, special articles appearing in the Sunday 
supplement, or other sections of the paper were not 
included in the study. 
Each of the eighty-five Holston articles of tele-
vision criticism was read and broken into the fourteen cate-
gories. After a second reading and categorization, milli-
meters devoted to each category were measured and recorded. 
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After all columns had been read, categorized and measured, 
total column millimeters devoted to each category were 
computed and percentage of column space devoted to each 
- . -
category was calculated. Finally, those figures were com-
pared to the findings of Peter E. Mayeux in his evaluation 
of critic Jack Gould. 
It was hoped that Mr. Holston would supply the 
researcher with a statement regarding his views of the 
responsibilities and functions of the television critic. 
Although the editors of the Orlando Sentinel most assuredly 
act as gatekeepers, it was assumed for the purpose of the 
study that Mr. Holston has sufficient freedom to fulfill 
the responsibilities which he accepts as a television 
critic. 
Early in the course of this study, the researcher 
was required to obtain the permission of Mr. Holston to 
use his column for analysis. At that time he was informed 
that the intent of the examination was to compare his 
stated and manifest functions with those of Jack Gould as 
rendered by Peter E. Mayeux. Mr. Holston stated that he 
did not believe that he would fare well in such a compari-
son, but nonetheless granted the researcher permission to 
examine the Orlando Sentinel's back files of his column and 
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tentatively agreed to supply the researcher with a state-
ment regarding his views of the responsibilities and 
functions of the television critic. When the conversation 
concluded, it was agreed that the researcher would shortly 
contact Mr. Holston by mail and request both general and 
specific information about himself and his profession. 
On April 23, 1976, said letter (See Appendix I) was 
sent to Mr. Holston. It specifically solicited his state-
ment of the responsibilities and functions of the tele-
vision critic, and sought any clarifying information which 
Holston deemed either relevant or informational. It seemed 
that Mr. Holston had changed his mind, for he reversed his 
earlier decision to cooperate with the research effort. 
The request for his statement regarding the responsibili-
ties and functions of the television critic went unanswered. 
In the final stages of the research proceedings, 
July 6, 1976, another attempt was made to contact Mr. Hal-
ston. In a telephone conversation Holston stated that he 
believed that, 
The television critic should perform two main 
functions: (1) keep the public informed as to the 
direction television is taking, not in terms of te e-
vision trends, but how the medium is reacting to the 
country's moods, and (2) to let people know what is 
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new, different, unusual and of high quality in tele-
vision.28 
The journalist, who holds both a B. s. and aM. s. 
in Finance and Economics, stated that he felt it was rather 
pointless to continually emphasize the negative aspects of 
the medium, but to spend the ~ajority of one•s critical 
effort on that which is good. Having early recognized 
that (1) little is accomplished by negative reviews and 
(2) television criticism does not significantly affect 
viewing habits, the journalist has elected to use an essay 
format for his column and used television as a spring board 
around which to build impressionistic commentary.29 
Jack Gould•s statement regarding the functions and 
responsibilities of television critics was taken from 
Peter E. Mayeux•s 11 Three Television Critics: Stated vs. -
Manifest Functions. " Mayeux reported that, 
Gould has commented in various publications that 
the functions of the television critic are: (1) to 
serve as a reporter for the medium, (2) to act as a 
mediator between the viewer and the industry, and 
between the viewer and television programs, (3) to 
be concerned about the evolution of the television 
medium, (4) to review all types of programs, (5) to 
determine what programs are trying to accomplish and 
28statement by Noel Holston, telephone interview, 
July 6, 1976. 
29rbid. 
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how well they succeeded, and, (6) to determine how 
programs fit into contemporary life.30 
After eliciting Jack Gould's assembled statement 
regarding his functions, Mayeux examined Gould's columns - - -
and categorized their content as belonging to the afore-
mentioned categories. In 1963 Jack Gould devoted the 
following percentages of his column space to each of those 
fourteen categories. 31 
Table 1 
Proportion of Total ColUmn Space Given by Jack Gould 






























30Mayeux, "Three Television Critics: Stated .Y..2.· 
Manifest Functions," op. cit., p. 28. 
31Ibid., p. 29. 
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Comparing this information to Gould 1 s statement 
regarding the functions and responsibilities of the tele-
vision critic, Mayeux reached the following conclusions 
... . ~ 
regarding Jack Gould•s performance as a television critic. 
Generally, Gould's stated functions were manifested 
in his columns. To draw this conclusion, the reader 
needs to interpret, and perhaps 11 read into," the stated 
functions of Gould. Gould was a .. reporter" to the 
extent that he informed his readers about the industry 
and its programs and problems. He was a "mediator .. in 
that he talked directly to the industry about programs 
and issues that he felt deserved attention and imme-
diate solutions. He was "concerned about the evolution 
of the television medium" when he built public support 
for positions on issues he felt important--e.g. ETV, 
reduction of over commercialization, proper govern-
ment regulation, and ratings. Gould did not .. review 
all types of prograrns 11 ; there were several program 
types which received little or no attention. . . . 
Gould did try to elevate public taste in television 
programming by critiquing programs in such a way as 
to establish program standards for the audience and 
the industry. His last two stated functions (to 
determine how programs fit into contemporary life) 
were implicit in his program comments about plot, 
theme, and program structure. Thus, Gould seemed to 
be fulfilling his stated functions, in some manner, 
in his ..• 1963 column. 32 
Clearly, both qualitative and quantitative data 
has been generated by the study. Even though the cate-
gorization system is clearly outlined, certain selections 
were subjective. The analysis of the stated functions was, 
32 rbid. I p. 31. 
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at least in part, subjective as well. Any judgments passed 
on the comparative worth of the two statements have, how-
ever, been based on a conscientious consideration of the 
statements and judgments of the critics• peers. Quali-
tative judgments were also rendered regarding the degree 
to which Holston met the McGrath and Nance criteria for 
good television criticism, the adeptness of Holston's wit, 
the lucidity of his style, and the like. 
The only quantitative data rendered by the study 
was the percentage of column space devoted to each of the 
fourteen categories. From that data one was able to infer 
which areas Holston apparently thought were most important. 
Chapter 6 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
In all, eighty-five articles of television criti-
cism were examined. As was previously mentioned, only 
those articles which appeared as part of the entertainment 
section of the Orlando Sentinel between Mondays and Satur-
days were used in this study. Although Mr. Holston occa-
sionally wrote special articles for the paper's Sunday 
supplement, those articles were not used or counted when 
selecting articles for consideration. 
The average length of Noel Holston's daily columns 
was 29.33 millimeters and contained 792 words. In all 
2492.5 column millimeters were examined and categorized. 
The examination and categorization of Holston's 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The total column millimeters devoted to each cate-
gory was as follows: 
Table 3 
Column Millimeters Given by Noel Holston 
to Specific Categories in 1975-1976 
Category Millimeters 
Program Previews 705.6 
Program Reviews 496.2 













Converted to percentages the following information 
was generated: 
Table 4 
Proportion of Total Column Space Given by Noel Holston 
to Specific Categories in 1975-1976 
Category Percentage 
Program Previews 28.31 
Program Reviews 19.91 













For ease of comparison, the percentage of column 
space devoted to each category by Jack Gould and Noel 
Holston is reproduced in tandem: 
Table 5 
Comparative Proportion of Total Column Space Given 
by Jack Gould and Noel Holston 
Cateqory Percentage 
Gould Holston 
Program Previews 1.7 28.31 
Program Reviews 50.1 19.91 
Censorship and Discrimination 0.9 4.97 
Personalities 3.0 16.57 
Economics 4.3 4.67 
Government 13.7 2.11 
Audience 4.1 6.77 
Technical 1.8 1.08 
Industry Business 1.5 2.69 
Educational 8.6 1.03 
International 1.9 0.23 
Humor 1.53 
Programming 7.8 9.88 
Miscellaneous 0.5 0.24 
Chapter 7 
DISCUSSION OF DATA 
As can be seen from the data, Noel Holston allo-
cated the greatest percentage of his column space to pro-
gram previews. Those were largely items which supplied 
advanced analysis and comment on programs yet to be aired, 
and simple announcements of what would be aired when. 
It should be pointed out that while Holston used 
28.30 percent of his column space for program previews, 
Jack Gould devoted only 1.7 percent of his column space 
to that category. That fact should not be construed to 
mean that Jack Gould did not deem previewing as a valid 
function of the television critic. The reasons for Gould's 
superficially poor showing in the preview category were 
twofold. First, the networks used more live performances 
which could not be previewed during the period of time when 
Gould was writing. Secondly, the networks maintained a 
no-preview policy until relatively recently. It has only 
been within the past two years that NBC discontinued its 
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no-preview policy. For that reason, both program previews 
and reviews will be considered together in this comparison. 
Noel Holston devoted 19.90 percent of his column 
space to reviewing television shows while Jack Gould 
utilized 50.1 percent of his column space for reviewing. 
. . 
Thus Holston used 48.20 percent for the combination of 
previewing and reviewing and Gould used 51.8 percent for 
the same combination. This difference of approximately 
3 percent is not significant, but is still worthy of note. 
The quality of Holston•s criticism varied. Pre-
views and reviews were frequently merely a recounting of 
the plot and a listing of the names of per£ormers. Thir-
teen of the eighty-five columns, however, demonstrated 
Holston's too infrequently employed ability to render 
incisive criticism. McGrath and Nance would doubtless 
find his criticism acceptable in some areas and wholly 
unsatisfactory in others. The twelve categories of 
criticism outlined by McGrath and Nance were: talent, 
worthwhile purpose, camera techniques, writing, unique-
ness, color, subject, producer, musical score, adaptation 
to medium, empathy, and sublety. Noel Holston gave con-
sistent attention to only seven of those areas of criti-
cism. 
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Talent was the first area of criticism to which he 
brought his attentions. Holston always mentioned the 
principal actors in his critical analyses and generally 
evaluated the performance of each. Infrequently he 
examined the quality of the characters as well as the 
ability of actors to perform their roles. 
Holston devoted two complete articles and sections 
of two other articles for a total of 69.4 millimeters of 
commentary on the lack of worthwhile purpose in airing 
11 Helter Skelter. 11 Although he rarely discussed the pur-
pose of any show, he did speak out against exploitation, 
unnecessary violence, and the like. The 11Helter Skelter 11 
articles were unusual for several reasons. First, no other 
show, either series or special, received as much column 
space. Secondly, Holston assumed an unyielding negative 
stance. That willingness to put one's opinion on the line 
without mincing words is an admirable trait in a jour-
nalist. 
The two reviews on "Helter Skelter" also served as 
an excellent example of Holston•s ability to use a par-
ticular television event as a core around which to build 
social comment. They serve to demonstrate that the critic 
does indeed fulfill his stated functions. 
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The next category of criticism which McGrath and 
Nance believed a critical review should include was camera 
technique, or the artistic accomplishment of a visual pre-
sentation. The researchers would have been sadly disap-
pointed as they leafed through Holston's previews and 
reviews, for with the exception of a few lost millimeters 
here and there, camera technique was ignored. Other 
McGrath and Nance categories which received little or no 
consideration were: color--technical and artistic use of 
color; musical score--composition and appropriateness of 
music selected for a program; and adaptation to medium--
coexpression and its evolution into a synergetic language. 
In defense of Holston and other contemporary television 
critics, these areas do not warrant the attention which 
McGrath and Nance suggest. The technical end of tele-
vision has advanced to the extent that virtually all na-
tionally produced programs have fine camera techniques and 
use of color. Likewise, the musical scores developed for 
·television are also of a consistently high quality. 
Finally, screen writers, musicians, producers, and engi-
neers have had sufficient experience with the medium to 
develop the synergetic language of the medium. 
Noel Holston consistently makes a conscientious 
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effort to acknowledge the creative talents of both writers 
and producers. He did so even when he was not favorably 
impressed with the format itself. That is to say that 
although he was opposed to the airing of 11 Helter Skelter, .. 
he recognized the fine quality of writing and directing 
that went into the special. He also devoted much column 
space, as in the cases of his discussions of 11Mary Hartman, 
Mary Hartman .. and 11 0ne Day At A Time 11 to the producer 
Norman Lear. 
Perhaps Holston•s greatest critical attentions were 
devoted to what McGrath and Nance called empathy--involve-
ment of the viewer with the stimulus provided, and sublety 
--refinements of insights and perceptions. 33 When Holston 
takes the time to fully direct his critical attentions 
toward the medium rather than merely list what is going to 
be on when, he has rendered fine incisive criticism. If 
the television critic assumes that part of his responsi-
bility includes not only directing the viewers attentions 
to that which is worthwhile in television, but also edu-
eating him as to the qualities which are characteristic 
33McGrath and Nance, 11 Television Reviewing: A 
Search for Criteria, .. op. cit., p. 58. 
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of art, he must not only infor.m the viewer as to what he 
believes to be good, but he must also point out why it is 
good. Noel Holston is capable of supplying his readers 
with that criticism, but unfortunately, he does not do so 
with sufficient frequency. 
Holston did not, however, review many regular pro~ 
grams. He stated that he believed that some shows simply 
did not warrant critical reviews. That notion received 
support for Jules Rossman, who said that, 
Some program reviews can be important if looked 
at not necessarily as an attempt to affect program 
viewing but as an attempt to educate viewers in 
recognizing criteria by which critics determine 
whether they enjoy a particular program. Review can 
also serve to give the program's creative and per-
forming artists a professional evaluation of the 
quality of their effort regardless of viewer opinion 
as reflected in ratings. In this context, program 
review becomes a matter of critical selectivity, 
with some kinds of programs more worthy of reviewing 
than others. 34 
Noel Holston certainly met the first requirements 
Rossman set forth, but made an attempt to do more than 
supply viewers with criteria for evaluation. He also 
made an attempt to direct viewers' attentions to tele-
vision's better offerings. The second criteria was also 
34Rossrnan, "The TV Critic Column: Is It Influ-
t . 1?" •t 403 en 1a • op. c~ ., p. • 
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consistently dealt with in his daily columns. Without 
fail, Holston cited actors and directors whom he felt 
had performed admirably. 
In addition to the aforementioned criteria estab-
lished by Rossman, Noel Holston also met another group of 
requirements which Rossman set forth. According to the 
researcher: 
New program series deserve comment and comparison 
in terms of their quality and innovation. Network 
documentaries, cultural essays, dramas, artistic 
specials, and similar public television programs also 
deserve critical comment. By reviewing these pro-
grams, the critic encourages more of these efforts 
and hopefully educates viewers to accept and evaluate 
progra~s not primarily geared for mass entertain 
ment. 35 . 
Without doubt, Noel Holston at least minimally 
satisfied this Rossman criterion. Of the eighty-five arti-
cles examined, a total of sixty-two or 72.93 percent of 
them dealt at length with old and new series and specials. 
Twenty-one focused on old series, twenty-three on new 
series, and eighteen dealt with specials. That is 33.88 
percent focused on old series, 37.09 percent on new series, 
and 29.03 percent dealt with specials. Although it is 
arguable that Holston should have delegated more of his 
35Ibid. 
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column space to specials, it is also true that many of his 
readers may not have had a high interest in specials and 
documentaries. If there is a need for improvement in this 
area, it is only slight. By considering new program 
series and specials, he did fulfill his second stated 
function, "to let people know what is new, different, 
unusual and of high quality ... 36 
Although there is much to be said for reviewing 
only those programs which are "worthy" of comment, a 
large segment of the viewing day was dealt with super-
ficially at best and was generally ignored completely. 
Only 27.0 millimeters or 1.08 percent of his column space 
was devoted to day time programming and 4.2 millimeters 
or 0.17 percent was granted late night programming. To 
make matters even more grim, only one day time program, 
"Good Morning America," received what could even loosely 
be called criticism. The rest of his references were 
simply listing of time schedules, chats about production, 
and lead-ins to other stories. In short, in the eighty-
five articles examined, both day time and late evening 
36 . . . t Holston, telephone 1nterv1ew, op. c1 . 
62 
programming were summarily dismissed from critical comment. 
Henceforth Noel Holston should title his column "Prime 
Time .. and thereby cast aside his pretense of being a com-
plete television critic. 
The next category which Mayeux established for 
television criticism was Censorship and Discrimination. 
Noel Holston devoted 124.0 column millimeters or 4.97 
percent of his column space to that category while Jack 
Gould devoted only 0.9 percent of his column space to the 
topic. Holston's major concern was not discrimination 
against races or individuals, but censorship. Frequently, 
as was the case with 11 Helter Skelter, .. he maintained that 
certain programs, types of programs, and various subject 
matters should not be aired. He generally adopted a con-
servative stance on broadcasting. In short, he maintained 
that the networks rather than the viewer should exercise 
discretion. 
Personalities commanded 413.1 millimeters or 16.57 
percent of Holston's column space while Gould devoted only 
3.0 percent of his space to chit chat about the stars. 
According to Jules Rossman, 11 Columns devoted to industry 
news, program promotion and personality pieces might 
interest readers, but do not form the basis of influential 
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comment.u 37 In fact, Rossman maintained that even 11.0 
percent of a critic•s column space was too much to devote 
to personalities. Rather than concentrate on those types 
of materials, Rossman suggested that far more would be 
accomplished if critics would, 
• • • emphasize in their daily columns the kind 
of content which if read and considered by programmers 
and FCC decision makers could have influence. This 
means emphasizing comment and opinion of the legal, 
technological, licensing, and programming issues of 
the mediu.m.38 
The next category of television criticism was 
Economics. Noel Holston devoted 116.3 column millimeters 
or 4.66 percent of his column space to the economics of 
the television industry while Jack Gould devoted 4.3 per-
cent of his space to the same topic. It can be deduced 
that both attributed the same relative level of importance 
to the topic. Of the items concerned with economics, the 
vast majority of Holston•s items dealt with how much a 
particular television personality was being paid or how 
much the production of a particular show amounted to. The 
remainder of his items regarding economics dealt with the 
37Rossman, o cJ."t p 401 p • • I • • 
J8Ibid. 
64 
efforts of Channel 24 to raise money through membership 
drives. He did not delve into the profits of the industry 
itself, the cost of advertizing, the losses suffered by 
the networks in their production of documentaries and the 
like. 
Noel Holston devoted 52.7 column millimeters or 
2.11 percent of his space to issues involving the relation-
ship and actions between government and broadcasting. 
Jack Gould devoted 13.7 percent of his column space to the 
same topic. 
According to Rossman, it is important that the 
television critic 'keep viewers informed and avoid an unnec-
essary and illogical emphasis on program reviews. They 
must instead attempt to influence those who are respon-
sible for programming and government decision makers. 
By Rossman's standards, Noel Holston did not devote suf-
ficient critical commentary to the workings of government 
in relation to broadcasting. Conversely, Jack Gould 
devoted an acceptable percentage of his column space to 
government. 
Although Holston made no direct comments about his 
responsibility to keep his readers informed as to the 
workings of government in relation to the television 
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industry, there seems to be a consensus among those who 
comment on television and its critics that this indeed is 
among the critic•s responsibilities. Jack Gould, on the 
other hand, did assume that as part of his responsibility 
as a television critic and satisfactorily fulfilled that 
stated function. 
The next category for consideration included items 
about the audience, whether it be the audience•s reaction 
to television or the effects of broadcasting upon the 
audience. Noel Holston devoted 168.8 column millimeters 
Qr 6.77 percent of his column space to audience while 
Jack Gould devoted only 4.1 percent of his articles to 
that issue. Clearly this is an important area of considera-
tion and probably deserved more attention from both colum-
nists. 
Holston seemed to have two main areas of interest 
in the issue of the reciprocal relationship between the 
audience and broadcasting. The first area was the effect 
of television violence and fantasy upon children. Although 
he did not claim that TV violence was responsible for 
violent or other aberrant behavior in children, he did 
seem to feel that no good could come of continual exposure 
to the less civilized side of man. It may safely be 
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assumed that Holston would not accept Herb Jacob's stance 
that because 
Small boys, and often girls, have an instinct for 
violence in defense of their own rights or of right. 
A visual image of violence is not necessary to evoke 
it. It is spontaneous and biological in the young. 
The civilized deplore television violence for vio-
lence's sake alone, but the young are not civilized, 
never were, and never will be. If the young were 
civilized~ the race would vanish in its own in-
sipidity.~9 
In fact, Holston would be utterly opposed to the notion 
that exposure to violence and other forms of antisocial 
behavior will have no effect on children simply because 
they are by nature uncivilized themselves. 
Likewise, Holston recognizes the positive role of 
fantasy in the lives of children, but he is opposed to 
exposure to the types of fantasy which may potentially be 
harmful. As an example, one network had proposed a cartoon 
series whose star was a friendly shark. Holston felt that 
children should not be led to believe that sharks are not 
only harmless, but friendly. 
The critic's second major area of interest was 
with regard to the audiences' response to the soliciting 
39Jacobs, 11 Let's Tell the People: The Incompetent 
Criticism in T.V.," op. cit., p. 468. 
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done by public/educational television. On the one hand 
he was sympathetic with Channel 24 1 s need to increase 
their membership, but he was also sensitive to the irony 
of commercials being replaced by pleas for contributions. 
In light of the vast quantities of data which has 
been generated by academic research, neither Noel Holston 
nor Jack Gould devoted sufficient column space to the 
complex relationship between television and its viewers. 
Children were the only group singled out for analysis. 
The uses of television, its affects upon our society, our 
perceptions of self, and the like were ignored. 
Another area of consideration was the technical 
end of television. Neither critic allocated significant 
column space to the topic. Noel Holston allowed only 
27.0 millimeters or 1.08 percent of his articles to tech-
nical considerations and Gould gave up only 1.8 percent 
to the topic. 
It is important to note that during the period 
studied, two of the major networks in Holston's market 
moved their facilities to a new and more powerful trans-
mitting tower. Had this coincidence not occurred, it is 
likely that even less column space would have been devoted 
to that category. Both Holston and Gould could have 
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devoted more attention to the continuing advances made in 
the technology of television. 
Another area which apparently failed to captivate 
the interest of either critic was industry business--items 
about the interests and activities of broadcasters. Noel 
Holston allocated only 67 millimeters or 2.68 percent of 
his column space to the dealings of broadcasters while 
Gould sacrificed only 1.5 percent to the topic. Let us 
hope that the critics do not believe that if they say 
nothing about the broadcasters, the broadcasters will not 
do anything too bad. 
According to Jules Rossman: 
Increasing government and public concern over 
violence and children's programs, the implications of 
CATV, STV, and other technological developments, re-
cent administration and industry conflicts, new 
proposals on licensing, political broadcasting, and 
other areas are all ripe for comment and opinion by 
the critics. The critic today should certainly de-
vote a maximum of space to opinion and comment rather 
than to program reviews. 40 
Jack Gould came closer than Holston to meeting 
Rossman's standards, but neither critic was in line for 
the Jules Rossman award for competent criticism. Chief 
40Rossman, 11 The TV Critic Column: Is It Influen-
tial? .. op. cit., pp. 402-3. 
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amongst their failings was the amount of column space 
devoted to previews and reviews. In the future it might 
be suggested that Noel Holston devote a greater part of 
his attentions to those issues which are more important 
than what time a show will be on and what songs will be 
sung. 
Wide disparity was evident in the relative impor-
tance which the two critics attributed to the category 
of education. While Noel Holston gave only 25.7 column 
millimeters or 1.03 percent of his column space to the 
topic, Jack Gould saw fit to devote 8.6 percent of his 
column space to the educational uses of television. Only 
reviews and government were allocated more column space 
than education in Gould•s column. 
A possible explanation for this apparent disparity 
should be ·advanced. While Noel Holston did not appear to 
be particularly fascinated by education and television, 
Jack Gould was writing his column some ten years earlier 
when the potential utility of television for education 
was first being examined with elan. This is not an at-
tempt to defend Holston's sparing concern for a matter 
of such importance to the academic community at large, 
but is designed to serve merely as an alternative to the 
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accusation that Holston was unconcerned with or unimpressed 
by the encyclopedia of television. 
If Noel Holston was unenchanted by the magic king-
dom of educational television, he was virtually unaware 
that the medium even existed in other nations. He devoted 
only 5.7 millimeters or 0.22 percent of his column space 
to international broadcasting. Jack Gould was not far in 
advance of Holston's limp foray into foreigh territory, 
for the New York Times critic alloted only a scant 1.9 
percent of his attentions to distant shores. 
To .make matters even more embarrassing for Mr. 
Holston, his only reference to international television 
was in relation to the airing of a British series, "Space 
1999," here in the United States. It must be assumed that 
Noel Holston is an isolationist. 
Apparently, Noel Holston had a sense of humor 
while Jack Gould did not. Holston devoted 38.2 milli-
meters or 1.53 percent of his column space to humorous 
articles while Jack Gould never cracked a smile. Holston 
usually employed his humor as a lead-in to comment on some 
TV offering. Rather than attempt to tell unpolished jokes, 
he generally relied on anecdotes. 
The last category to receive special attention by 
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either critic was programming. Noel Holston wrote 246.2 
millimeters of text or 9.87 percent of his column and 
Jack Gould gave the topic 7.8 percent of his journalistic 
attentions. 
Holston, as previously mentioned, seemed to be 
most concerned with prime time viewing. For that reason, 
he kept a watchful eye on all scheduling changes. Those 
changes were made for a number of reasons including shows 
being pre-empted by specials, moved to another time slot 
or temporarily deleted because of their inappropriate con-
tent, or re-scheduled in order to create a more advan-
tageous competitive posture in the ratings war. Although 
a comparatively large quantity of space was given to pro-
gramming, most of the information provided by Holston 
could have been more clearly and readily garnered from a 
simple broadcast schedule. His comments did not seem to 
be addressed to those responsible for programming deci-
sions. Secondly, he appeared to largely be in agreement 
with programmer's decisions to delay or delete regular pro-
grams which dealt with more sophisticated subject matter. 
Such conservativism was frequently apparent in his daily 
copy. 
Finally, 0.24 percent of Holston's and 0.5 percent 
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of Gould•s columns fell into the miscellaneous category. 
Holston used miscellaneous items as lead-ins to other 
stories which fell into one of the previously examined 
categories. 
It can be surmised that if Jack Gould of the New 
York Times is used as a model of what a television critic 
should do, Noel Holston in large part meets the demands 
of Gould and the remainder of their professional community. 
The areas in which he fell short of their demands can 
easily be satisfied by a conscientious effort on the part 
of the local critic. 
Lawrence Laurent, television critic for the Wash-
ington Post, has supplied a comprehensive description of 
the complete television critic. The first demand that 
Laurent made was that the 
• • • complete television critic begins with a 
respect and a love for the excitement and the impact 
of the combination of sight and sound. • . • He must 
be absolutely incorruptible, a firmly anchored man of 
objectivity in a stor.my world of special interests and 
pressure groups. At the same time, he should stand 
above the boiling turmoil while he plunges into every 
controversy as a social critic and guardian of 
41 standards. • . • 
41Laurent, 11 Wanted: The Complete Television 
Critic, .. op. cit., p. 156. 
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It must be assumed that Holston is indeed excited 
about the synergetic function of television. Neither does 
he appear to bend to the influence of special interest 
groups with the possible exception of middle-class con-
servativism. He is not, however, the pawn of a particular 
network, advertiser, or any of their ilk. Neither is he 
hesitant to speak out, either for or against that which 
television offers its audience. He is, however, not with-
out faults. 
Laurent maintained that the complete television 
critic should be able to write with confidence about all 
manner of news and documentary programs and be able to 
evaluate the integrity of those who gather and present the 
information around which those presentations have been 
built. 42 Unfortunately, Holston concentrated his evalu-
ations of specials on the entertainment variety rather than 
those which delved into the complex nexus of public af-
fairs, the delicate world of fine art or the baffling and 
awesome macrocosm of the sciences. Nowhere in his column 
was the news dealt with in any terms other than personality 
profiles of popular commentators. Programs which consis-
42Ibid., p. 157. 
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tently deal with social and political issues of the day. 
"60 Minutes," .. Firing Line, .. 11Meet the Press, .. "Issues and 
Answers, .. 11 Black Forum, .. 11 Today, .. and a powerful host of 
others were cast into the journalistic abyss. They never 
found themselves in the ink and pulp of print. 
Straining for freedom from the same dark corner 
were the wonders of Wolftrap, Margot Fontaine, Leonard 
Bernstein, Beverly Sills, and so too was Salvador Dali. 
The arts did manage to sneak in three lines for them-
selves. In his March 15, 1975, column Holston did say, 
.•• I have a sneaking suspicion that there's 
more artistic worth in the WORST work of one of the 
greatest playwrights of t~l century thari in, say, the 
typical "Rookie 11 episode. 
The critic did not say anything about the scheduled O'Neill 
play, but at least his name appeared in print. 
The sciences did not fare as well. Only once did 
an article about a science oriented documentary, "The 
Invisible Machine," appear in Holston's column. Neither 
did the critic trouble himself to inform his readers that 
most news documentaries and public affairs programs are 
those which reduce the networks' profits. 
43Noel Holston, "O'Neill Play To Get Encore," 
Orlando Sentinel, March 15, 1975, Sect. D, p. 5, cols. 6-7. 
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Laurent, like Rossman, felt that critics must 
acknowledge the advances in television•s tec~ology.44 
Noel Holston was simply inadequate in that department. It 
may be argued that such information is too complicated for 
the average reader to understand. It might also be as-
sumed that the average reader is not interested in such 
matters. If the television critic adopts reader dis-
interest or lack of sophistication as excuses for not 
covering all facets of television, he too is guilty of 
the sins attributed to television itself--pandering to the 
lowest levels of taste and the least common denominator 
of culture. 
To an extent, Holston did fulfill what Laurent saw 
as the first duty of the complete critic, " .•. to comment 
on the daily offerings, the performances, and the produc-
tions that reach the screens of millions of television 
receivers.u 45 Noel Holston did consistently comment on 
the daily offerings, performances, and productions of 
prime time television. He did not, however, give suffi-
cient attention to day time, weekend, and late night 
broadcasting. 
44Laurent, op. cit., p. 157. 4Srbid., p. 158. 
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Laurent also said that if the critic, 
• • • is writing about a dramatic production, 
adapted from a theatrical play, he will have become 
familiar with the original. If it is ada~ted from a 
novel, he will - have read the book •••. 4 
It was difficult to judge Holston's degree of 
competence when it came to evaluating dramatic productions. 
Of the three that he did review, in two, 11 Love Among the 
Ruins .. and 11 The Swiss Family Robinson," he gave no refer-
ences to the original works. His criticism dealt largely 
with personalities, quality of performance, and in the case 
of 11 Swiss Family Robinson, .. weaknesses in plot. 11Helter 
Skelter 11 was the third production reviewed. Having read 
Helter Skelter, the critic did not think that the book was 
appropriate material for transcription to the synergetic 
language of television, but he failed to mention what he 
would like to see instead. In short, prime time television 
presents very few dramatic productions; in the eighty-five 
articles examined, Noel Holston reviewed only three, and 
he appeared to be familiar with the original of only one. 
That was not a good showing for either television or its 
critic. 
46Ibid., p. 159. 
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The working of the federal authority which regu-
lates television should, according to Laurent, be a matter 
of vital interest to the television critic. 47 Noel Holston 
did not devote sufficient consideration to the government 
in terms of its relations with and influence on television 
and subsequently its viewers. 
Laurent asserted that, 
It is also important that a fully informed tele-
vision critic understand and be able to explain to 
the public such issues as pay-as-you-see (or sub-
scription) television; or about the reservation of 
channels for use by educators and for noncommercial 
use by communities ••• 48 
Holston did not mention pay television, UHF, closed 
circuit, educational TV, and the like. He was, however, 
concerned with the continuing effort of Channel 24, 
Orlando's educational station, to get economic support 
from the community. He also frequently 11 plugged 11 public 
television by pointing out that it offered things which 
the standard networks did not. To that extent he lends 
his support to educational television. 
Laurent maintained that, 
Our ideal television critic would have a special 
obligation to study the continuing controversy over 
47rbid., p. 162. 48rbid., p. 164. 
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the effect on children of violence in programs . . • 
and it is the duty of a responsible ciitic to keep 
pace with the research in this field. 9 
Holston also demonstrated a degree of concern over 
the effects of television on the nation•s children. He 
has not, however, paid sufficient attention to the volumi-
nous research academia has undertaken in other areas which 
involve television. 
The critic from the Washington Post maintained 
that the complete television critic would not advocate 
the status quo. 50 By virtue of the fact that Holston at-
tempts to direct his viewers• attentions toward the finer 
offerings of television rather than toward the standard 
pulp which the tube emits, he is enjoining the audience 
to seek positive change in the medium. By doing so he 
meets not only the demands of Lawrence Laurent, but he 
also fulfills his own stated function. 
Finally, Lawrence Laurent maintained that the com-
plete television critic must be aware of and comment upon 
the total impact of television on American culture. 
The television critic, as the interpreter of the 
new forces, must deal with shattering problems. There 
is the immediate, internal contradiction that comes 
49Ibid. SOibid., p. 168. 
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from the extravagant claims made for television as 
the most effective instrument for shaping attitudes 
and creating desires for consumer products; opposed 
by a disclaiming of any negative effects on consumers 
of entertainment programs.sl 
Holston at no time dealt with the total impact of 
television. With the exception of an article which re-
ported both sides of the continuing argument over the 
effects of violence on children, he did not confront the 
issue of television as a social force in America. The 
claims made by advertisers and broadcasters cannot both 
be valid, but Holston remained unintrigued by the glaring 
contradictions in those attitudes. 
Finally, it has been sur.mised that Noel Holston 
was in command of what Laurent called philosophical 
serenity.s2 He was keenly aware of his responsibility 
to both his readers and himself and appeared to be un-
willing to compromise the integrity of either. 
Thus Noel Holston has demonstrated at least par-
tial conformity to the standards Lawrence Laurent outlined 
for the complete television critic. His failures were 
grounded in those instances when he allowed himself to be 
merely a reporter rather than a critic. It is hoped that 
Slrbid., p. 110. 52Ibid., p. 171. 
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he will establish his professional identity more clearly 
in the future. Like the medium which he is to consider, 
he is all too often banal rather than compelling, flippant 
rather than salient, and generally superficial. 
Chapter 8 
CONCLUSION 
In view of the data secured, Noel Holston only 
partially satisfied his stated functions: (1) to keep 
the public informed as to the direction television is tak-
ing, not in terms of television trends, but how the medium 
is reacting to the country's moods, and (2) to let people 
know what is new, different, unusual, and of high quality 
in television.53 
The critic's first stated function was subjective 
and vague, thus making evaluation difficult. It cannot, 
however, be said with any level of confidence that Noel 
Holston fulfilled that end. In no given article did the 
critic confront either the direction television was taking 
or the manner in which it reflected the mood of the 
country. By virtue of the fact that he reported on the 
daily offerings of the medium, noting what was being 
53Holston, telephone interview, op. cit. 
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dropped and added, he did report the mood of the country 
as it is reflected in Nielson ratings. The accuracy of 
that standard is questionable at best, and probably has 
little if anything to do with the issue at hand. Even if 
one assumes that ratings are a measure of the country's 
. . 
pulse, it is certainly an oblique approach to take on an 
issue which is of concern to so many Americans. In the 
final analysis, it must be concluded that Noel Holston did 
not keep the public informed as to how the medium was re-
acting to the country•s moods. 
Conversely, the Orlando Sentinel critic did ful-
fill his second stated function, to direct viewer attention 
to that which is good in television. Unlike his failure 
to deal directly with the abstract questions involving 
television, Holston did confront television with clear-
cut standards of excellence and a sense of obligation to 
both art and man. All too frequen~ly he was a reporter 
rather than a critic, but he at least demonstrated the 
ability to meet the responsibilities outlined for the tele-
vision critic. Perhaps the greatest improvement in his 
column could be effected if Holston would transcend the 
role of merely watching television to being a watchdog for 
the medium instead. 
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Noel Holston also fared rather well in his compari-
son with Jack Gould. Both critics devoted excessive 
column space to reviews, and Holston allocated too much 
space to personalities. The Orlando Sentinel critic cer-
tainly needs to examine the activities of government, the 
broadcast industry, and research conducted on the medium 
more carefully. 
When Holston's work was compared to the stated 
functions of Jack Gould, he did not fare as well. Holston 
was indeed a reporter to the extent that he recounted in-
formation regarding programs and personalities. He did 
not, however, give sufficient attention to the industry 
and its problems. Occasionally Holston was a mediator in 
that he addressed the industry about programs and issues, 
but he did not do so frequently enough to be effective. 
It could be deduced that Holston was concerned over the 
evolution of the medium from his concern over the "family 
viewing hour, .. the creation of bogus social images, and 
ratings. Like Gould, Noel Holston did not review all 
types of programs. Day Time and late night television 
were virtually ignored. His failure in that area is 
somewhat mediated by his statement that all programs do 
not warrant review. Holston certainly tried to elevate 
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public taste by giving positive recognition to those 
creative efforts which he deemed meritorious. In a rather 
disorganized fashion, he also tried to supply his readers 
with standards for evaluation. As in the case of Gould, 
the Orlando critic also implicitly fulfilled Gould's 
final stated function--determining what programs were 
trying to accomplish, their level of success, and how they 
fit into contemporary American life. Noel Holston had a 
higher measure of success in meeting the functions out-
lined by Jack Gould than he did in manifesting his own 
stated functions. 
As was previously mentioned, Holston should re-
direct some of his attentions to the more vital areas of 
television and its relation to society at large. He 
should refrain from committing the same sins as those 
so prevalent throughout the industry--being banal and 
superficial rather than being incisive and dealing with 
what is significant in both television and our society. 
Above all, he should become more firmly entrenched in his 
sometimes wavering stance as a critic. That is to say 
that Noel Holston must attenuate his posture as reporter 





Dear Mr. Holston: 
APPENDIX 
370 Carissa Court 
Satellite Beach, Florida 
April 23, 1976 
Earlier this year I sought your permission to examine 
articles from your column from the past year. That data 
has been collected and is presently under analysis. 
The purpose of the study is to examine your manifest func-
tions as the television critic for the Orlando Sentinel. 
My efforts would be greatly facilitated if you would sup-
ply me with your statement regarding the functions and 
responsibilities of the television critic. Any additional 
information which you regard as relevant would also be 
welcomed. 
Your earliest response is anxiously awaited in order that 
research may proceed. If you feel disinclined to comply 
with this request, please notify me of your decision so 
that research may be altered and continue. 
I look forward to hearing from you and will be happy to 
answer any questions you have regarding the progress and 
results of the study. 
Sincerely yours, 
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